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1. INTRODUCTION 1 

1.1 BACKGROUND  2 
 3 
This draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) is to support a joint permit application 4 
submitted by the Maryland Port Administration (MPA) to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 5 
(USACE) for the proposed Masonville DMCF, which would affect 130 acres of the Patapsco 6 
River (tidal open water) and 1 acre of vegetated tidal and non-tidal wetlands.  The National 7 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is being conducted in accordance with the USACE 8 
regulations for implementing NEPA as part of a regulatory action [33 Code of Federal 9 
Regulations (CFR) 325, Appendix B].  An EIS is required due to the size and potential impacts 10 
of the proposed project.  This DEIS presents a consolidation of State and Federal study findings, 11 
as well as an evaluation of the suitability of the Masonville site to help meet the 20-year Harbor 12 
dredged material placement and the 1.5 million cubic yards (mcy) annual placement capacity 13 
needs.  Potential impacts and site development issues have been included in this document.   14 
 15 
Sediment dredged from the Patapsco River west of the North Point-Rock Point line (Figure 1-1) 16 
is statutorily prohibited, by the State of Maryland, from being re-deposited in an unconfined 17 
manner into or onto any portion of the Chesapeake Bay waters or its tributaries.  Extensive 18 
studies (Chapter 3) have shown that a dredged material containment facility (DMCF) is the most 19 
feasible option for the management of dredged material from the Baltimore Harbor. A DMCF is 20 
a facility where dredged material is placed behind dikes or another enclosure to minimize the 21 
interaction of the dredged material with the surrounding environment.  Existing placement sites 22 
for dredged material from Baltimore Harbor (Patapsco River west of North Point-Rock Point 23 
line) include the Hart-Miller Island (HMI) DMCF and the Cox Creek DMCF (Figure 1-1).  24 
Currently, the majority of the Harbor dredged material is placed at the HMI DMCF, which is 25 
scheduled to close after December 31, 2009.  Prior to closing, the HMI DMCF will require 26 
capping, or need to be covered with material suitable for habitat development. To accommodate 27 
this covering, the HMI DMCF may stop receiving Harbor dredged material in 2008.  The Cox 28 
Creek DMCF also receives Harbor dredged material, however, its placement volume is limited to 29 
approximately 0.5 mcy per year due to its size.  Placing a larger annual volume of dredged 30 
material than is optimal for maximum site capacity in the site is called overloading, which does 31 
not allow for efficient dewatering (drying) and consolidation of the dredged material, thereby 32 
trapping excess water and reducing the site’s overall capacity.   33 
 34 
Dredging projects within the Baltimore Harbor proper generate approximately 1.5 mcy of 35 
dredged material on an annual basis.  This demand for placement of dredged material is expected 36 
to continue for the next 20 years and beyond.  There are two types of dredging projects: new 37 
work projects and maintenance projects.  New work projects are those that are not part of an 38 
existing dredging project and constitute new development or those that expand existing facilities.  39 
Examples of “new work” dredging projects include the deepening of a shipping channel to a new 40 
depth or removal of materials as part of the creation of an in-water facility.  Maintenance 41 
dredging projects are those that maintain an existing facility or channel.  Maintenance dredging 42 
projects include the routine dredging of shipping channels to maintain them at the appropriate 43 
depth. 44 
 45 
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With only two existing placement sites, a dredged material placement capacity shortfall may 46 
begin in Maryland as early as State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2007, resulting in an urgent need to study, 47 
select, and implement new options capable of accepting the annual volume of 1.5 mcy of 48 
material (Section 1.2.2.2) dredged from within the Baltimore Harbor.  The MPA has begun the 49 
permitting process to construct an additional DMCF to receive sediments dredged from the 50 
Baltimore Harbor.   51 
 52 
Safe navigation is a primary mission of the USACE.  The USACE objective for navigation 53 
projects is to provide safe, reliable, efficient, and environmentally sustainable waterborne 54 
transportation systems (channels, harbors, and waterways) for movement of commerce, national 55 
security needs, and recreation.  To support this objective, the USACE has a need to provide 56 
placement capacity for materials dredged to maintain safe passage in the Federally-maintained 57 
Baltimore Harbor Channels.  A preliminary assessment of the Federal dredged material 58 
management needs for the next 20 years was completed in July 2001 (USACE 2001a).  The 59 
primary conclusion was that there is insufficient capacity remaining to accommodate the 60 
dredging needs of USACE and MPA in the next 20 years.  In January 2003, a Federal Dredged 61 
Material Management Plan (DMMP) study was initiated in order to identify, evaluate, screen, 62 
and recommend dredged material management alternatives so that dredging and placement 63 
operations could be conducted in a timely, environmentally sensitive, and cost-effective manner 64 
for the next 20 years.  Highlights of the Federal DMMP are included in Section 3.4.3 and details 65 
of the Federal DMMP process, placement sites evaluation, the screening and ranking process, 66 
and results can be found in the Baltimore Harbor and Channels Dredged Material Management 67 
Plan and Tiered EIS (USACE 2005).  The study concluded that multiple confined disposal 68 
facilities, would be necessary to meet the Harbor placement need over the next 20 years.   69 
 70 
The State of Maryland has similar objectives to maintain navigation safety and support 71 
commerce.  In May 2001, the Dredged Material Management Act was passed by the Maryland 72 
General Assembly and signed into law by Governor Parris Glendening.  The Act mandated that 73 
dredged material placement options be identified to meet the short- and long-term shortfalls in 74 
dredged material placement capacity for both the Chesapeake Bay Approach Channels and 75 
Baltimore Harbor Channels.  At that time, the MPA already had three potential DMCF sites 76 
under investigation for the Harbor channels:  1) Sollers Point, 2) Hawkins Point/Thoms Cove, 77 
and 3) Deadship Anchorage (Figure 1-1). Reconnaissance-level investigations of these sites were 78 
completed in 2002.  These options were eliminated from further consideration because of 79 
community opposition, environmental concerns, concerns about structural foundation, and the 80 
presence of hazardous materials. 81 
 82 
In December 2002, the Executive Committee of Maryland’s Dredged Material Management 83 
Program (DMMP)1 submitted a report to the Governor and State Legislature recommending the 84 
20-year State of Maryland Dredged Material Management Plan (2003), which included a short- 85 
and long-term strategy for managing dredged material.  The report concluded that additional 86 
options for managing Baltimore Harbor dredged material were needed to meet both the short and 87 
long-term Baltimore Harbor dredging needs. 88 

                                                 
1 DMMP is used to represent both the Federal Dredged Material Management Plan and the State Dredged Material 
Management Program because both are commonly referred to as DMMPs. When the Federal DMMP is referenced, 
it is referring to a plan.  When the State DMMP is referenced, it is referring to a program. 
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Figure 1-1.  Locations of Previously Considered, Current, and Potential DMCFs90 
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The MPA re-evaluated the possible placement sites in and around the Harbor and identified areas 91 
with the potential to construct a DMCF.  MPA initiated efforts to include community 92 
representatives in the planning, engineering and environmental studies, and planning of the 93 
proposed facility.  EcoLogix, an independent consultant versed in these issues, was retained to 94 
identify community leaders and assist in establishing a working group that would converse with 95 
the public, represent their interests, and provide consistency with existing land use plans.  The 96 
resulting working group became known as the Harbor Team, which is referenced throughout this 97 
report.  The mission of the Team was: “by October 31, 2003 to recommend options for further 98 
study able to manage approximately 1.5 mcy of material dredged annually from Baltimore 99 
Harbor for 20 years.”  Reconnaissance-level investigations (preliminary studies that examine a 100 
wide range of project alternatives and consider environmental issues, engineering, and costs) of 101 
the recommended sites began immediately and were conducted throughout 2003.  The projects 102 
evaluated included: 103 

• Expansion of the existing Masonville Marine Terminal (MMT) in Baltimore City 104 
for a potential DMCF and terminal use, after use as a DMCF, 105 

• Construction of a DMCF on or adjacent to the former British Petroleum (BP) 106 
Amoco Asphalt Terminal in Fairfield (BP-Fairfield) in Baltimore City, 107 

• Construction of a DMCF adjacent to Sparrows Point in Baltimore County for 108 
potential wetlands creation and a future marine terminal, 109 

• Re-opening of the Cox Creek DMCF, and 110 
• Innovative Reuses. 111 

 112 
The locations of these sites are shown in Figure 1-1.  The Harbor Team’s recommendations were 113 
critical to the continued State feasibility-level investigations (a site specific detailed investigation 114 
that often recommends a specific project alternative) of Masonville and Sparrows Point as well 115 
as reconnaissance-level investigations of BP-Fairfield.  Sollers Point, though rejected as a 116 
potential DMCF site because of community and environmental concerns, was among the suite of 117 
potential community enhancements or improvements associated with the Sparrows Point project, 118 
which are discussed in Section 3.3.2.1.  Sollers Point had been initially considered by the MPA 119 
and underwent reconnaissance-level studies in 2002.  The Harbor Team also recommended the 120 
rehabilitation of Masonville Cove as a community enhancement associated with the Masonville 121 
DMCF (Figure 1-1).  The Harbor Team’s recommendations were then sent to the Executive 122 
Committee, who agreed with their recommendations.   123 
 124 
Chapter 3 provides a description of the placement options studied and the alternatives analysis 125 
that resulted in the identification of the Masonville, Sparrows Point, and BP-Fairfield sites as 126 
potential alternatives.  Feasibility-level investigations of Masonville and Sparrows Point and 127 
reconnaissance-level investigations of BP-Fairfield were conducted by the MPA in 2004.  These 128 
studies identified environmental, construction, and ownership issues, related to the other sites, 129 
that lead to the selection of the Masonville site adjacent to the existing MMT site for further 130 
analysis. Chapter 3 provides a detailed description of the options studies, which resulted in the 131 
selection of the Masonville site.  During the study process, the need to open a new DMCF by the 132 
2008 dredging season became apparent.  The MPA decided that, in order to meet the dredging 133 
need, one site would need to be developed in advance of the others.  This required the MPA to 134 
seek funding and State and Federal permitting for this site independent of the other sites.  135 
Coordination with the Joint State and Federal permitting authorities, the Maryland Department of 136 
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the Environment (MDE) and the USACE - Baltimore District - Regulatory Branch, determined 137 
the need for an EIS for the proposed site to support the permit application.   138 
 139 
1.2 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 140 

1.2.1 Purpose 141 
 142 
Both the State of Maryland and the USACE - Baltimore District are responsible for the planning 143 
and management of sediment dredged from within Baltimore Harbor. As described in Section 144 
1.1, the State initiated studies to evaluate options for DMCF placement within the Harbor.   The 145 
State of Maryland appointed Harbor Team recommended that construction of a DMCF should be 146 
evaluated at three sites within the Harbor: Masonville, Sparrows Point, and BP-Fairfield.  An 147 
independent evaluation performed by the Baltimore District in the Federal DMMP recommended 148 
multiple confined disposal facilities within the Harbor (USACE 2005).  The subsequent studies 149 
conducted by the State led to the selection of the Masonville site by the State’s DMMP 150 
Management Committee for additional evaluation through the NEPA of 1969 process.   151 
 152 
1.2.2 Need and Problem Identification 153 
 154 
Harbor maintenance and new work dredging projects are projected to generate approximately 1.5 155 
mcy of dredged material annually (Section 1.2.2.2).  This demand for placement of dredged 156 
material is expected to continue for the next 20 years and beyond.  Harbor dredged material is 157 
currently placed at the HMI and Cox Creek DMCFs.  However, the HMI DMCF may stop 158 
receiving Harbor dredged material in 2008 so that the site can be capped.  The annual capacity at 159 
the Cox Creek DMCF is limited due to its size and to avoid or minimize, if possible, overloading 160 
of the site.  Under current circumstances, a shortfall of annual placement capacity will occur in 161 
SFY 2007.  This shortfall presents an urgent need to study, select, and implement new options 162 
capable of accepting the annual volume of 1.5 mcy of material.  The Masonville site is the only 163 
site of the three Harbor sites without ownership issues, since it is owned by MPA, and represents 164 
the only site for which the NEPA and permitting processes could be expedited to meet the near-165 
term capacity shortfall. 166 
 167 
1.2.2.1 Economic Support for Harbor Dredging 168 
 169 
The waters of the Patapsco River provide environmental and economic benefits to the State of 170 
Maryland and the nation.  This section describes the economic benefits of the Port of Baltimore 171 
and the required steps for maintaining and developing these benefits. 172 
 173 
Baltimore’s geographic location as the most inland port on the Atlantic Coast and its proximity 174 
to railroads and other methods of ground transportation allow for rapid transportation of 175 
materials to the industrial heartland of the United States. 176 
 177 
In 2004, the Port of Baltimore handled over 40 million tons of cargo, of which approximately 31 178 
million tons was foreign cargo.  From 1994 to 2004, the total value of foreign trade passing 179 
through the Port of Baltimore increased from $19.3 billion to $31.2 billion.  This increase was 180 
primarily a result of imports, which increased in value from $11.6 billion in 1994 to $24.4 billion 181 
in 2004. There was a decrease of $0.8 billion in the value of exports over the same decade.  In 182 
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2004, Port activity generated or maintained approximately 41,280 jobs in Maryland alone (MPA 183 
2005b).  Economic benefits from 2004 included: 184 

• $2.4 billion in personal wage and salary income, 185 
• $1.9 billion in business revenues, 186 
• $1.2 billion in local purchases, 187 
• $271 million in State, county, and municipal taxes, and 188 
• $507 million in U.S. Custom Service duties and taxes. 189 

 190 
The economic benefits cited above are realized by providing safe passage through navigable 191 
waters for the ships coming into the Port.  Safe passage is achieved through dredging projects, 192 
which are essential for providing and maintaining channel depths and for reliable and efficient 193 
waterborne transportation systems.  Drafts of ships continue to increase as shippers attempt to 194 
achieve greater economy of scale, which necessitates the deepening of shipping channels.  195 
Dredging projects are required to: 196 

• Maintain access to existing piers and berths, 197 
• Provide access to new port facilities, and  198 
• Deepen and widen channels to accommodate larger ships with deeper drafts. 199 

 200 
1.2.2.2 Harbor Dredging Need 201 
 202 
Four groups fund dredging within the Harbor: the Federal government, State government, local 203 
government, and the private sector.  Quantifying the Harbor’s dredging needs, both current and 204 
future, requires estimates of maintenance dredging based on past events, as well as projections of 205 
new dredging projects based on proposed Port improvements.  In this analysis, it is necessary to 206 
view dredging needs on an annual basis, since exceeding allowable annual site capacities results 207 
in inefficient use of ultimate site capacity.  Projected annual maintenance and new dredging 208 
projects makeup the anticipated dredging needs for the Port of Baltimore, which are quantified in 209 
the remainder of this section.  The material quantities presented herein are expressed in terms of 210 
the in-situ “cut” volume, which is the volume of the material prior to dredging or disturbing it, of 211 
the material to be dredged. 212 
 213 
Table 1-1 presents the MPA’s projections for Harbor dredged material quantities through SFY 214 
2010 and the closure of the HMI DMCF.  Federal maintenance quantities are based on the 215 
average annual dredging quantity from 1996 to 2004 for Baltimore Harbor channel maintenance 216 
(USACE 2005).  Annual State, local, and private sector allowances for dredging are based on 217 
historical data and a contingency, which is an allotment for large dredging projects or increased 218 
sediment quantities due to weather.  The State new work projects are taken from the 2010 219 
Facilities Plan for Port of Baltimore, Implementation Plan Update (M&N 2005a).  Estimates of 220 
new work dredging for privately financed projects, scheduled from SFY 2006 through 2010, are 221 
taken from dredging permit applications and interviews with private terminal operators. 222 
 223 
After SFY 2010, an annual Harbor dredging average of 1.5 mcy is assumed as the placement 224 
need.  Maintenance material makes up 0.6 mcy of this and includes 0.4 mcy for Federal channel  225 
 226 
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Table 1-1.  Planned Federal, State, Local, and Private Sector Dredging Needs in the 227 
Baltimore Harbor 228 

Source Placement State Fiscal Years 
(quantities in mcy*) 

 Facility 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
New Work       
4 Private Sector/Local Projects HMI 0.19     
MPA Cruise Terminal HMI 0.24     
3 Private Sector/Local Projects Cox Creek  0.12    
1 Private Sector/Local Project HMI  0.60    
Berth 4 Dredging - Seagirt Marine Terminal HMI  3.30    
Masonville Unsuitable Pre-Dredging HMI  1.80    
Berths 2 & 3 Reconstruction - Dundalk Marine 
Terminal Cox Creek  0.04    

1 Private Sector/Local Project HMI   1.80   
4 Private Sector/Local Projects Cox Creek   0.59   
Berth 1 Reconstruction - Dundalk Marine 
Terminal HMI   0.02   

3 Private Sector/Local Projects New Site    0.55  
2 Private Sector/Local Projects Cox Creek    0.06  
Pier 3 Dredging - Masonville Marine Terminal Cox Creek    0.25  
3 Private Sector/Local Projects New Site     0.38 
Berths 1-6 Deepening - Dundalk Marine 
Terminal Cox Creek     0.88 

Berths 7 & 8 Reconstruction - Dundalk Marine 
Terminal New Site     0.04 

Maintenance       
Federal HMI 0.95     
Private Sector/Local HMI  0.10    
Federal Cox Creek  0.50    
Private Sector/Local Cox Creek   0.10   
Federal Cox Creek   0.50   
Private Sector/Local New Site    0.10  
Federal New Site    0.50  
Private Sector/Local New Site     0.10 
Federal New Site     0.50 
Total 1.38 6.46 3.01 1.46 1.90 
Between SFY 2006 and 2010, 14.2 mcy of Harbor dredged material needs to be placed 

Source: Adapted from Maryland Port Administration's List of Dredging Projects, 9-14-05 229 
*Volumes are cut volumes. Cut volume is the volume of material removed from the channel as measured in 230 
its original position.  The placement volume is the volume of material slated for placement at a site as 231 
measured in cut volume.  232 



Proposed Masonville DMCF 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement  May 2006 

1-8 

maintenance, 0.1 mcy for State and local maintenance, and 0.1 mcy for private sector 233 
maintenance.  New dredging projects make up the remaining 0.9 mcy with 0.6 mcy for State 234 
projects and 0.3 mcy for private sector projects.  This assumption of 1.5 mcy per year is based on 235 
a long-term average for dredged material placement need for materials dredged from the 236 
Baltimore Harbor. 237 

1.2.2.3 Existing Placement Sites 238 

HMI and Cox Creek are the two existing sites that are currently used for placement of Harbor 239 
dredged material. Both sites have constraints for use and are discussed in more detail in the 240 
following paragraphs. 241 

Hart-Miller Island 242 

HMI is located in the tidal open water of the Chesapeake Bay (Figure 1-1).  The HMI DMCF is 243 
permitted to accept Harbor material and has a maximum annual capacity of 2.7 mcy to avoid 244 
overloading the site. Construction of the HMI DMCF began in the 1981 and placement 245 
operations began in May of 1984.  In 1990, the State of Maryland closed the 300-acre South Cell 246 
from receiving any new material, however the North Cell remained open (MPA 2005a).  The 247 
South Cell was closed to be used a passive recreation site.  The total remaining capacity for the 248 
HMI site is estimated at approximately 14.2 mcy, based on the remaining site volume and 249 
projected overloading in SFY 2007.  The HMI DMCF is not available for dredged material 250 
placement after SFY 2010 because of the requirement to close the site for placement of dredged 251 
material after December 31, 2009, as stipulated in Wetlands License No. 88-0315 (R2) and 252 
mandated by the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR), Environmental Article, Title 5, 253 
Water Resources Subtitle 11, Chesapeake Bay and Tributaries.     254 
 255 
In addition, site placement capacity after SFY 2008 may be constrained pending the selection of 256 
the source for the HMI DMCF cover by the HMI North Cell Closure Team Working Group 257 
(NCCTWG).  The HMI NCCTWG is evaluating many closure options and sources for HMI 258 
cover material.  The final material placed in the HMI DMCF North Cell must support the final 259 
closure plan, which includes developing the North Cell to support a functioning ecosystem.  This 260 
is the worst case HMI DMCF cover scenario for Harbor placement capacity, and the MPA must 261 
be able to accommodate its occurrence.  Thus, 9.2 mcy is the HMI DMCF’s remaining capacity 262 
for material dredged from the Harbor used for planning purposes in this document. 263 

Cox Creek  264 

Cox Creek is a 133-acre DMCF available for Harbor material placement (Figure 1-1).  It is 265 
located one mile south of the Francis Scott Key Bridge on the west bank of the Patapsco River.  266 
Cox Creek can efficiently accept 0.6 mcy of Harbor materials annually and is anticipated to 267 
receive 6.0 mcy of dredged material over a 12-year period (USACE 2002).  This facility was 268 
originally constructed in the 1960s by the USACE as a placement site for dredged material from 269 
the Baltimore Harbor.  Placement at this facility continued until the 1970s (USACE 2002).  In 270 
the 1990s, the MPA purchased the site with the intent to reactivate it as a DMCF for Harbor 271 
dredging projects (USACE 2002). 272 
 273 
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1.2.2.4  Applicable Federal Navigation Projects 274 
 275 
Sediments dredged from the Federal navigation channels within Baltimore Harbor are currently 276 
placed at the HMI DMCF.  These channels and anchorages include:   277 

 278 
• Brewerton Channel 279 
• Brewerton Angle 280 
• Ft. McHenry Channel 281 
• Curtis Bay Channel 282 
• Curtis Creek Channel 283 
• Ferry Bar Channel 284 
• Northwest Branch (East and West Channels) 285 
• Dundalk West Channel 286 
• Seagirt West Channel 287 
• Dundalk-Seagirt Connecting Channel 288 
• Dundalk East Channel 289 
• South Locust Point Channel 290 
• Anchorage Numbers 3 and 4 291 

 292 
Sediments dredged from these channels could be placed at Cox Creek or another approved 293 
DMCF following closure of the HMI DMCF.  These channels and branch channels are 294 
authorized within several different Federal Navigation Projects.  The MPA and the Federal 295 
Channels project support seven public and over 30 private terminals.  The applicable Federal 296 
Navigation Project and authorized dimensions for each of the channels mentioned above are 297 
described in the following sections. 298 
 299 
Baltimore Harbor and Channels Federal Navigation Project 300 
 301 
The Baltimore Harbor and Channels Federal Navigation Project which was authorized by the 302 
Rivers and Harbors Act of August 8, 1917, and modified by the Rivers and Harbors Acts of 303 
January 2, 1927; July 3, 1930; October 7, 1940; March 2, 1945; July 3, 1958; and December 31, 304 
1970.  The authorized dimensions of the applicable Harbor channels are as follows:  305 
 306 

(a) Brewerton Channel (Figure 1-2):  The Brewerton Channel is located within the 307 
Patapsco River and is approximately 3.4 miles long and authorized to a depth of 50 ft 308 
mean lower low water (MLLW) and a width of 800 ft.  309 

(b) Brewerton Angle (Figure 1-2):  Brewerton Angle connects the Brewerton Channel 310 
and the Fort McHenry Channel, and is approximately 1.0 mile long, ranges in width 311 
from 700 to 1,375 ft, and is authorized to a depth of 50 ft MLLW and a width of 800 312 
ft.   313 

(c) Fort McHenry Channel (Figure 1-2):  The Fort McHenry Channel is approximately 314 
4.2 miles long, 700 ft wide, and authorized to a depth of 50 ft MLLW and a width of 315 
800 ft.  The Fort McHenry Channel is the main channel in the Patapsco River.   316 

(d) Curtis Bay Channel (Figure 1-2): Curtis Bay Channel is authorized at 600 ft wide 317 
(constructed to 400 ft wide), authorized to a depth of 50 ft MLLW, and 2.2 miles long 318 



Proposed Masonville DMCF 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement  May 2006 

1-10 

from the main channel to, and including, a 1,275-ft wide turning basin at the head of 319 
Curtis Bay 320 

(e) Curtis Creek (Figure 1-2):  Curtis Creek Channel is a total of approximately 2.3 miles 321 
long, and includes 3 channel reaches and 2 basins, as described below: 322 

 323 
(1) The lower reach of the Curtis Creek Channel is authorized to a depth of 35 ft 324 

MLLW and a width of 200 ft, from the 50-ft channel in Curtis Bay to 750 ft 325 
downstream of the Pennington Avenue Bridge, a distance of 0.9 mile. 326 

(2) The middle reach of the Curtis Creek Channel is authorized to a depth of 22 ft 327 
MLLW and a width of 200 ft from the 35-ft channel to, and along, the marginal 328 
wharf of the Curtis Bay Ordnance Depot.  329 

(3) An irregularly shaped basin 18 ft below MLLW and 320 ft wide, adjacent to the 330 
head of the 22-ft channel, a distance of 600 ft. 331 

(4) A basin 15 ft below MLLW and 450 ft wide, from the end of the 22-ft channel to 332 
the end of the marginal wharf, a distance of 0.2 mile. 333 

(5)  The upper reach of the Curtis Creek Channel is authorized to a depth of 22 ft 334 
MLLW and a width of 200 ft, from the 22-ft channel of the CSX Rail Transport 335 
bridge to the vicinity of Arundel Cove, a distance of 2,800 t, then 100 ft wide in 336 
Arundel Cove for a distance of 2,100 ft, with an anchorage basin of 700 ft2.  337 

(6) Adjacent to the channel and southwest of the wharf of the Coast Guard Depot at 338 
Curtis Bay. 339 

(f) Middle Branch (Ferry Bar East Section) (Figure 1-2):  The Ferry Bar East Section of 340 
the Middle Branch is authorized to a depth of 42 ft MLLW and 600 ft wide, from the 341 
main channel at Fort McHenry to Ferry Bar, a distance of 1.4 miles. NOTE: The West 342 
Ferry Bar and Spring Garden Sections of the existing project were deauthorized by 343 
Section 1001 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, Public 344 
Law (PL) 99-662. 345 

(g) Northwest Branch (Figure 1-2):  The Northwest Branch includes the two channels 346 
described below: 347 

 348 
(1) East Channel: The East Channel connects to the Fort McHenry Channel and is 349 

authorized to a depth of 49 ft MLLW, a width of 600 ft, and is 1.3 miles long 350 
with a 950-ft wide turning basin at the head of the channel. 351 

(2) West Channel: The West Channel is authorized to a depth of 40 ft MLLW, a 352 
width of 600 ft, and is 1.3 miles long, with a 1,050-ft wide turning basin at the 353 
head of the channel. 354 

 355 
 356 
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Baltimore Harbor Anchorages and Channels Project 359 
 360 
The Baltimore Harbor Anchorages and Channels Project was authorized by Section 101a (22) of 361 
the WRDA of 1999.  The authorized dimensions of the applicable channels are as follows: 362 
 363 

1.  The Dundalk West Channel (Figure 1-2): The Dundalk West Channel is authorized to a 364 
depth of 42 ft MLLW, a width of 500 ft wide, and is approximately 3,800 ft long, with 365 
widening at the bends and entrances. 366 

 367 
2.  The Seagirt West Channel: The Seagirt West Channel is authorized to a depth of 42 ft 368 

MLLW, a width of 500 ft, and is approximately 5,600 ft long, with widening at the bends 369 
and entrances. 370 

 371 
3.  The Dundalk-Seagirt Connecting Channel:  The Dundalk-Seagirt Connecting Channel is 372 

authorized to a depth of 42 ft MLLW, a width of 500 ft, and is approximately 2,500 ft 373 
long, with widening at both ends. 374 

 375 
4. The Dundalk East Channel (Figure 1-2): The Dundalk East Channel is authorized to a 376 

depth of 38 ft MLLW, a width of 400 ft, and is approximately 3,800 ft long, with 377 
widening at the bends and entrances.  The MPA subsequently deepened the channel to 42 378 
ft.  379 

 380 
5.  The South Locust Point Channel (Figure 1-2): The South Locust Point Channel is 381 

authorized to a depth of 36 ft MLLW, a width of 400 ft, and is approximately 5,600 ft 382 
long, with widening at the bends and entrances. 383 

 384 
6. Anchorage No. 3:  Anchorage No. 3 is authorized to a depth of 42 ft MLLW for a length 385 

of 2,200 ft and a width of 2,200 ft; a depth of 42 ft MLLW for an additional length of 386 
1,800 ft and a width of 1,800 ft; and a depth of 35 ft MLLW for a length of 500 ft and a 387 
width of 1,500 ft.  388 

 389 
7. Anchorage No. 4: Anchorage No. 4 is authorized to a depth of 35 ft MLLW for a length of 390 

1,800 ft and a width of 1,800 ft.  391 
 392 
1.3  NEPA PROCESS 393 
 394 
Any action on Federal property, requiring Federal funding or a Federal permit must comply with 395 
the NEPA.  Since a Federal permit would be required for construction, the proposed Masonville 396 
DMCF is required to go through the NEPA process as part of the regulatory process.  The NEPA 397 
requires Federal agencies to analyze and consider the direct and indirect environmental and 398 
socioeconomic impacts associated with proposed actions.  The USACE is requiring an EIS to 399 
accompany the MPA’s permit application to address the impacts resulting from the potential 400 
filling of 130 acres of open water.    401 
 402 
The EIS process incorporates input from the public during the various stages of development by 403 
providing stakeholders (Federal, State, and local agencies as well as private interest groups and 404 
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the general public) with an opportunity to participate and comment.  The NEPA process requires 405 
the evaluation of a “No Action (without proposed project) Alternative” in addition to considering 406 
other alternatives to the proposed action.  When selecting a preferred alternative, the applicant is 407 
required to consider not only the environmental impacts associated with the proposed action and 408 
action alternatives, but also the cumulative impacts of the project in the reasonably foreseeable 409 
future.  These impacts need to be balanced with the agency’s statutory mission, needs, 410 
responsibilities, and relevant technical and economic factors, and the needs and benefits to the 411 
general public.  Therefore, this document analyzes the direct effects (those caused by the 412 
proposed action and occurring at the same time and place), the indirect effects (those caused by 413 
the proposed action and occurring later in time or farther removed in distance but still reasonably 414 
foreseeable), and the cumulative effects, which are the combined, incremental effects of human 415 
activity when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 416 
 417 
The EIS process is initiated through scoping, and followed by a development of alternatives, an 418 
alternatives impact analysis, a DEIS and public review period, and ultimately a final EIS.  At the 419 
conclusion of the NEPA process, appropriate Federal findings are documented in a Record of 420 
Decision (ROD).   421 
 422 
1.4 PROPOSED ACTION TO ACCOMMODATE HARBOR NEEDS  423 
 424 
MPA’s proposed plan for meeting the needs of the Harbor dredging is shown in Table 1-2.  425 
Table 1-2 illustrates a placement plan utilizing the HMI, Cox Creek, and additional anticipated 426 
new Harbor sites.  Table 1-2 shows planned overloading of Cox Creek, the proposed Masonville 427 
DMCF, and the second new (proposed) Harbor placement site as part of the solution for 428 
accommodating material from required Harbor dredging. Overloading occurs when a site’s 429 
optimal annual placement capacity is exceeded.  Generally, the optimum capacity is derived by 430 
multiplying the available surface area by a 3-ft lift thickness (USACE 2001b), which is the 431 
estimated thickness of dredged material that can be effectively dewatered during the late spring 432 
to the early fall drying time each year.  Overloading reduces the overall capacity of the site due 433 
to inefficient consolidation of the material.  Table 1-2 does not include the material that will be 434 
used to cap the HMI DMCF. 435 
 436 
The transition period, shown in Table 1-2, begins in SFY 2007 when placement of Harbor 437 
dredged material is affected by the limited remaining capacity and time for placement at the HMI 438 
DMCF.  The transition period extends through the covering of the HMI DMCF and the period of 439 
time for construction of two new Harbor placement options.  During the transition period, the 440 
MPA’s flexibility for scheduling dredging projects may be limited.   441 
 442 
The span of the transition period is from 2007 to 2013.  There are three stages to the transition 443 
period: 444 

• Stage 1 – Period of limited remaining HMI DMCF capacity for Harbor material, SFYs 445 
2007 – 2008; 446 

• Stage 2 – Period of HMI DMCF covering, SFYs 2009 – 2010; and 447 
• Stage 3 – Period of second new proposed Harbor site construction, SFYs 2011 – 2013. 448 

 449 
 450 
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Table 1-2.  MPA Harbor Dredged Material Placement Plan for HMI, Cox Creek, and Other Potential Placement Sites. 451 

  State Fiscal Year (SFY)   
  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017   

Placement Sites1 Remaining 
Capacity Annual Quantities (mcy)3 Capacity Used

Harbor Placement Need   2.0 5.9 3.0 1.2 1.9 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5     
Hart Miller Island Placement 9.0 2.0 5.2 1.8                 9.0 
Remaining Need   0.0 0.7 1.2 1.2 1.9 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5   
Remaining Harbor Placement   Transition Period            
    Cox Creek 6.0   0.7 1.2 0.3 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.2   6.0 
    Masonville (proposed) 16.0       0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.2 6.2 
    Second Site (proposed) ?                 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.3 2.3 
    Third Site (proposed) ?                       1.0 1.0 
1By 2023,a strategy to process 0.5 mcy of dredged material per year  by innovative reuse will be in place. . 452 
Notes: Table shows that the current estimated capacity of HMI DMCF is 9.0 mcy (Section 1.2.2.3) 453 
Gray shading indicates a year and site in which overloading is occurring.  Italicized numbers indicate a year and site in which overloading may occur depending on the annual 454 
capacity of the second new Harbor site. Cox Creek has reduced placement in 2009 to allow for additional consolidation to occur because of the overloading quantities from the 455 
previous 2 years.  Cox Creek begins preparing for site closure in 2015 and the site is not overloaded after this point.   456 
The first row gives the projected annual placement need, which was broken down in Table 1-1.  The second row gives the anticipated quantity to be placed at the HMI DMCF.  457 
The third row is the annual need not accommodated by the HMI DMCF, which must be placed at another site.  The fourth through eighth rows show the anticipated placement 458 
quantities at Cox Creek and the 3 proposed Harbor sites, including Masonville. 459 
A transition period is shown to span from SFY 2007 to SFY 2013.  During the transition period, the MPA’s flexibility in scheduling dredged material placement is limited.  460 
Overloading will likely occur in some Harbor sites to accommodate annual placement need.  This overloading produces undesirable site conditions and can result in partial loss 461 
of total Harbor capacity. The overloading shown in Table 1-2 is not expected to change the capacities of the facilities shown.   462 
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During Stage 1 of the transition period, SFYs 2007 – 2008, the HMI DMCF capacity will be 463 
used to accommodate Federal, State, local, and private sector Harbor dredging needs.  Based on 464 
the projected dredging for these sources, the current total quantity to be dredged exceeds the 465 
available placement capacity.  Overloading at the HMI and Cox Creek DMCFs will be required 466 
to accommodate Harbor dredging projects during this period, which may decrease the overall 467 
capacity of those sites. 468 
 469 
During Stage 2 of the transition period, SFYs 2009 – 2010, the HMI DMCF will be covered (the 470 
source of which is currently under study) and Cox Creek and the proposed Masonville site would 471 
be available for placement.  Overloading would be required during this period in both the Cox 472 
Creek DMCF and the proposed Masonville DMCF. 473 
 474 
During Stage 3 of the transition period, SFYs 2011 – 2013, Cox Creek and the first new 475 
proposed Harbor site would be available for Harbor material placement, collectively accepting 476 
1.5 mcy per year.  This period requires overloading of these sites and ends when the second new 477 
proposed Harbor placement site becomes available.  The overloading of these sites is not 478 
expected to significantly decrease overall site capacity. 479 
 480 
During the transition, there are 7 years, SFYs 2007 to 2013, where overloading will be required 481 
in either the Cox Creek DMCF or the proposed Masonville DMCF to accommodate the projected 482 
dredging need.  This overloading will occur due to the lack of annual capacity available during 483 
the transition from the 2.7 mcy of annual capacity offered at the HMI DMCF to the combined 484 
annual capacity of 1.5 mcy from proposed new Harbor sites. There may also be overloading of a 485 
second new proposed Harbor placement site in 2015 and 2016, as the Cox Creek DMCF reaches 486 
its total capacity. 487 
 488 
As stated above, Table 1-2 shows the transition period accommodating scheduled new work 489 
dredging projects and average annual maintenance dredging quantities by overloading the 490 
Harbor dredged material placement sites.  Overloading may not occur to the extent shown in 491 
Table 1-2 because of technical feasibility, potential lost overall capacity, and future site 492 
conditions.  This creates some uncertainty as to the extent of overloading possible at the Harbor 493 
sites.  These sites would be overloaded to the extent possible to meet the projections shown in 494 
Table 1-2. 495 
  496 
The MPA has committed to identifying a strategy to manage 0.5 mcy of dredged material 497 
annually through cost-effective and safe innovative reuses by 2023, in accordance with the 498 
recommendations of the Harbor Team (Harbor Team 2003).  The MPA has also created an 499 
Innovative Reuse Committee to develop a strategy to manage this material through safe and cost-500 
effective innovative resuses within that timeframe.  The Harbor Team recommended that the 501 
MPA consider the viability of the following innovative reuse options, which will be considered 502 
by the Innovative Reuse Committee: 503 

• Mine and quarry reclamation 504 
• Landfill usage 505 
• Use in aggregates 506 
• Creation of bricks for construction and walkways 507 
• Agricultural use 508 
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• Innovative reuse at Cox Creek  509 
Though innovative reuse is currently a high cost alternative, it is more sustainable for the long-510 
term and this option is being seriously considered by the MPA to meet long-term dredged 511 
material placement needs and some innovative reuse options will be in place by 2023.  512 
 513 
1.4.1 New Placement Options 514 
 515 
New placement options are required for the MPA to accommodate projected dredging needs.  As 516 
shown in Table 1-2, the MPA’s current plan requires opening the proposed Masonville DMCF, 517 
with at least 0.5 mcy of annual capacity, by SFY 2009.  In addition, proposed second and third 518 
placement sites, with annual capacities of at least 0.5 mcy would need to be opened by 2013 and 519 
2017, respectively.  Accommodation of all projected dredging projects would also require the 520 
undesirable practice of overloading at the HMI DMCF, the Cox Creek DMCF, and the proposed 521 
Masonville DMCF.  522 
 523 
1.4.2 No Action Alternative 524 
 525 
Under the no action alternative, the Masonville DMCF would not be developed.  If the 526 
Masonville DMCF is not developed, the MPA would either defer currently scheduled dredging 527 
of the Port of Baltimore navigation channel system and associated public and private berthing 528 
facilities, or overload existing DMCFs, or some combination of these two actions. 529 
 530 
Deferring scheduled dredging of navigation channels and berths would result in the gradual 531 
accumulation of sediments, which would normally be removed periodically from those channels 532 
and berths through maintenance dredging, and the failure to remove sediments from new work 533 
projects.  Increasing amounts of accumulating sediments in existing channels causes reduced 534 
under-keel clearance for vessels that utilize the Port of Baltimore.   535 
 536 
Reduced clearances can result in increased risk of groundings, impaired ability to maneuver to 537 
maintain safe headway and avoid collisions, and restrictions in the speed at which vessels can 538 
transit the shipping channels.  Groundings can increase the risk of environmental damage 539 
association with the accidental release of fuel, lubricating oil, or liquid cargo product into the 540 
surrounding waters, and can interfere with waterborne commerce that may share the blocked 541 
navigation channel.  Impaired ability to maneuver due to reduced channel depth may increase the 542 
risk of collision between cargo vessels and other vessels, including recreational vessels.  At the 543 
very least, restrictive speed limits due to reduced channel depths increase the costs for shipping 544 
lines that utilize the Port of Baltimore.  This is because tightly-scheduled cargo vessels would 545 
take longer to enter the Port, load or unload their cargo, and leave the Port. 546 
 547 
The Port of Baltimore enters into contracts with shipping companies under which the companies 548 
commit to bring their cargo through the Port for various periods of time.  These contracts reflect 549 
shipping firms’ long-term plans to utilize their fleet of vessels to transport cargo through the 550 
Port.  Changes to available channel depths could prevent certain vessels from using the Port 551 
entirely, or could increase those risks discussed above.  Shipping firms are gradually upgrading 552 
their vessel fleets; average vessel drafts for many classes of vessel have tended to increase.  553 
Faced with the possibility of decreasing channel depths, shipping firms may choose to take their 554 
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business to other ports, with the asssociated loss of revenue and jobs to the Port of Baltimore and 555 
the State of Maryland. 556 
 557 
If expected new work dredging is deferred, shipping firms with plans to expand facilities to 558 
accommodate new business or increased business volumes associated with deeper draft vessels 559 
may choose instead to defer the planned expansion, or may choose to relocate to other ports 560 
where the required facilities are available.  In either case, increased or planned revenue and jobs 561 
may be lost from the Port of Baltimore and the State of Maryland. 562 
 563 
Because of the potential economic losses to the Port of Baltimore and the State of Maryland 564 
associated with the potential deferment of scheduled dredging, the MPA considers the no action 565 
alternative to be much less preferable than continued dredging and the overloading of existing 566 
dredged material placement sites. 567 
 568 
Because the MPA has determined that the currently scheduled dredging activities should not be 569 
deferred, the no action alternative would result in the need to place the materials scheduled to go 570 
to the proposed Masonville DMCF at the HMI and Cox Creek DMCFs through 2009.  Beginning 571 
in 2010, the HMI DMCF will be unavailable for placement of dredged material (Maryland Code 572 
Section 5-1103) and all dredged material would be placed at the Cox Creek DMCF. There are 573 
currently no other placement facilities for Harbor dredged sediments. The HMI DMCF will be 574 
capped with approximately 5 mcy of material suitable for habitat development, so it is possible 575 
that the HMI DMCF would be unable to receive material dredged from Baltimore Harbor 576 
channels in 2009.  The next proposed placement facility would not be constructed until 577 
approximately 2014 (Table 1-2).  From 2009 to 2014, there are 4.6 mcy of dredged material that 578 
would have been placed at the proposed Masonville DMCF that would need to be placed in an 579 
existing containment facility (Table 1-2).  The 1.9 mcy of overburden material from the 580 
Masonville site to be placed at the HMI DMCF under the proposed Masonville DMCF 581 
alternative would not be placed there and this volume would be available for other placement 582 
needs.  583 
 584 
The no action alternative involves annual overloading at both the HMI and Cox Creek DMCFs.  585 
Overloading at the Cox Creek DMCF would decrease the overall site life of Cox Creek by 586 
approximately 4 years, assuming that the material scheduled for placement at the proposed 587 
Masonville DMCF for 2010 through 2012 were to be placed at Cox Creek and the material to be 588 
placed at the proposed Masonville DMCF in 2009 was placed at the HMI DMCF.  Refer to Table 589 
1-2 for anticipated quantities of material that would have been placed at the proposed Masonville 590 
DMCF, if it were constructed.  If the overall capacity of Cox Creek is decreased by the 591 
significant overloading (two to three times its efficient placement rate after 2010), the site may 592 
be filled to capacity prior to 2012.  If Cox Creek is filled to capacity prior to 2014, there would 593 
be no DMCFs in the area to receive Baltimore Harbor sediments.  594 
 595 
Overloading at the HMI and Cox Creek DMCFs would very likely result in the need to hold 596 
water at the facilities for longer periods and may result in increased discharges of nutrients into 597 
the Chesapeake Bay and Patapsco River, respectively.  These increased discharges may require 598 
modifications to the existing discharge permits.  Additional nutrient offsets, such as DMCF 599 
spillway treatment or retrofits to existing wastewater treatment plants may be required.  600 
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 601 
The existing 130 acres of open water and 10 acres of adjacent uplands at Masonville would not 602 
be filled if the DMCF is not developed.  The existing conditions at the Masonville site, described 603 
in Chapter 2, would remain.  This includes the preservation of approximately 1 acre of 604 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), 126 acres of benthic habitat, 126 acres of essential fish 605 
habitat (EFH), and 10 acres of shallow water habitat (SWH).  Note that the unauthorized dry 606 
dock at adjacent to the former Kurt Iron and Metal (KIM) facility is not considered benthic or 607 
EFH habitat, but is considered as open water filled or lost  as a result of the proposed Masonville 608 
DMCF, if it were constructed.  The air emissions associated with the construction of the 609 
proposed Masonville DMCF would not be released.  Many of the emissions that would be 610 
associated with the management of the proposed dredged material placement at Masonville 611 
would be associated with the HMI and Cox Creek DMCFs, since this material would still be 612 
managed at a facility.  The full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs that would be associated with the 613 
construction and monitoring of proposed Masonville DMCF would not be created.  614 
 615 
If the proposed Masonville DMCF is not constructed, there would be no regulatory reason to 616 
remediate the derelict vessels on the eastern side of the proposed DMCF site.  The funding 617 
currently allocated for site development would be released to other Maryland Department of 618 
Transportation (MDOT) efforts and the remediation of the 25 derelict vessels would be deferred.  619 
Thus, removal of this source of contamination from the Patapsco River would not occur.  Also, 620 
the other ecological benefits and community enhancements associated with the proposed 621 
Masonville DMCF (Section 4.9) would not be realized.  The enhancements associated with the 622 
proposed Masonville compensatory mitigation plan (Section 6) would not be realized.  623 
 624 
1.5 PERMIT PROCESS 625 
 626 
The USACE is responsible for regulating certain activities in waters of the United States, 627 
including jurisdictional wetlands.  Within any given State, water use and appropriations are 628 
generally managed by a State regulatory agency.  In Maryland, this regulatory agency is the 629 
MDE.  As part of its public interest review, the USACE coordinates applications for Department 630 
of the Army (DA) permits with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Fish 631 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the Maryland 632 
Historical Trust (MHT), the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the Maryland 633 
Board of Public Works, and the MDE. For the proposed Masonville DMCF, the USACE - 634 
Baltimore District, is the lead Federal agency and is coordinating the permit evaluation process, 635 
including the public interest review. The USACE evaluates Federal permit applications for 636 
construction in navigable waters of the U.S. pursuant to Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act 637 
of 1899. The USACE regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material in waters of the United 638 
States, including jurisdictional wetlands, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  639 
The proposed project will require other authorizations in addition to the DA permit, including a 640 
Water Quality Certification and a Coastal Zone Consistency Determination from MDE, and a 641 
Wetlands License from the Maryland Board of Public Works. Approval from the Maryland 642 
Critical Area Commission (MCAC) is also required. 643 

To ensure that at least one new Harbor site is available to meet the placement capacity shortfalls, 644 
advanced site screening and feasibility work were conducted by the MPA.  The pertinent 645 
stakeholders and resource agencies were consulted in advance through the Bay Enhancement 646 
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Working Group (BEWG) and State DMMP committees.  The MPA met with the USACE - 647 
Baltimore District and MDE in March 2005 to begin the coordination process.  The following 648 
tentative schedule for site permitting has since been developed: 649 

• Publish Notice of Intent   26 May 2005 650 
• Agency Pre-application Meeting  31 May 2005 651 
• Conduct Scoping Process 652 

o Public Meeting   15 June 2005 653 
o Comments Due   15 July 2005 654 

• Final EIS for Federal DMMP  December 2005 655 
• Federal DMMP Record of Decision Spring 2006 656 
• Public Review of DEIS Begins  May 2006 657 
• File DEIS with EPA   May 2006 658 
• DEIS/Permit Application   May 2006 659 
• USACE/MDE Public Notice  May 2006 660 

o Public Meeting   June 2006 661 
• USACE/MDE Joint Hearing  June 2006 662 
• Public Comments Due   July 2006 663 
• Circulate Final EIS (FEIS)  August 2006 664 
• File FEIS with EPA   September 2006 665 
• Record of Decision/Permit Decision October 2006 666 

 667 
1.6 STUDY AREA 668 
 669 
Masonville is located within the Baltimore Harbor, northwest of the Baltimore Harbor Tunnel 670 
toll plaza (I-895), in the Fairfield area of South Baltimore (Figure 1-3).  Masonville is bordered 671 
by the Patapsco River and Ferry Bar Channel to the north, an industrial site to the south, 672 
approximately 55 acres of habitat protection area in Masonville Cove to the west and southwest, 673 
and the former KIM facility to the east.  The shoreline area adjacent to the proposed alignment is 674 
owned by the MDOT and managed by the MPA.  The site lies completely within the limits of 675 
Baltimore City.  Details of the site characteristics can be found in Chapter 2.  676 
 677 
The footprint of the proposed facility is 141 acres.  The area contains 130 acres of tidal open 678 
water that would be filled, 1 acre of vegetated wetlands and 10 acres of upland within the 679 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area buffer.  Of the 130 acres of tidal open water, 3 acres are an 680 
existing unauthorized fill (dry dock) and are not available habitat and 123 acres would be 681 
converted to fastland.  Six acres of existing open water would be become shallower areas with 682 
manmade substrates.  One acre of fill would occur as the result of the moving sunken barges 683 
from the western portion of the proposed project footprint to the west of the project site.  This 684 
will constitute one acre of fill.  The tidal open water areas that would be lost include a channel 685 
next to the former KIM facility and an inlet known as the Wet Basin, located adjacent to BP-686 
Fairfield Marine Terminal.  687 
 688 
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Figure 1-3.  Location of the Proposed Masonville DMCF 690 
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1.7 STUDIES COMPLETED 691 
 692 
The Federal DMMP study was conducted by the USACE - Baltimore District.  The 2-year study 693 
resulted in the Baltimore Harbor and Channels Dredged Material Management Plan and Tiered  694 
Environmental Impact Statement (USACE 2005).  This first tier of the Federal DMMP is the 695 
basis for all of the site-specific actions and investigations that will be required to meet the 20-696 
year dredging need for Baltimore Harbor and Channels.  This study recommended multiple 697 
confined disposal facilities within the Baltimore Harbor.  698 
 699 
The State study elements conducted to date at Masonville, BP-Fairfield and Sparrow Point and 700 
the responsible team members are described below. 701 
 702 
1.7.1  Environmental Studies 703 
 704 
These studies included a review of available data on environmental conditions and site-specific 705 
investigations at each site.  Field data collection consisted of basic site information and detailed 706 
data collection for benthic organisms, fisheries, plankton, water quality, sediment quality, as well 707 
as wildlife observations. 708 
 709 
1.7.2 Geotechnical Investigations 710 
 711 
These investigations included a review of the geology of the area, as well as geotechnical boring 712 
data. This information was used to evaluate both the foundation and available borrow material or 713 
sand for construction.  Detailed investigations and analyses were performed in support of 714 
preliminary structural and operational engineering and design.   715 
 716 
1.7.3 Coastal Engineering Studies 717 
 718 
These studies included a review of relevant data on bathymetry, topography, wind conditions, 719 
and water levels as a basis for estimating wave conditions for each option.  Relevant data on 720 
currents and site soil characteristics were also reviewed with regard to effects on dike 721 
construction.  Minimum initial dike elevations were determined along with storm coastal 722 
protection elements for the dikes.  The hydrodynamic effects of options on currents and sediment 723 
transport were modeled and assessed as appropriate.  The State feasibility-level studies included 724 
additional investigation and analysis along with preliminary design of appropriate structural 725 
features. 726 
 727 
1.7.4 Dredging Engineering Studies  728 
 729 
These studies included development of preliminary site configurations, dike alignments and 730 
heights, dike construction materials, placement capacities, initial construction costs, site 731 
development costs, habitat development costs, study costs, contingency costs, total costs, and 732 
total unit costs.  Preliminary structural and operational engineering studies, design and 733 
preparation of concept-level plans and specifications were developed during the State feasibility-734 
level studies.   735 
 736 
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1.7.5  Consultations and Stakeholder Involvement 737 
 738 
This involvement includes agency consultations, State DMMP working group and committee 739 
meetings and briefings, public outreach, Harbor Team coordination, and State and Federal 740 
partner coordination.   741 
 742 
1.7.6 Innovative Reuse Planning 743 
 744 
The MPA has created an Innovative Reuse Committee to formulate a strategy to process 0.5 mcy 745 
of dredged material per year through cost-effective and safe innovative reuse.  This committee is 746 
considering the options recommended by the Harbor Team in 2003.  747 
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